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This booklet is an intreduction

Introducin g the to this innovalive way of managing

public and privale forest resources.

TEW Agreement  nebooklet wilk

W list the goals of the agreemenl,

The Timber, Fish and Wildlife W oichon e hisony wiich lod
(TEW) Agreement is a fluid, Fo Ul ABT G,
changeable, “Tiving” document B describe the initial negotiations,

designed 10 reshape the way we
manage our forest-based natural
resources in Washington state, Tt
is not a legal agreement. It is an

B outline special points of
interest, such as the concept
of “adaptive management,”

agreement of commitment by all B describe some special TI'W
parties to work together o reach lools,
consensus, cncouraged by peer

B explain how TFW interfaces
with already exisling timber-related
rules and regulations, and linally,

pressure.
~'The THFW process recogiies
that many different interest sroups

and governmental agencies must B list some significant “ground
be involved, together, in vrder for rules™ which laid the foundation
the best decisions 10 be made. for the agreement in the first place.

The decisions must take inte
account the need for a viable
timber industry as well as a need
for healthy fish and wildlife
hahitats, the protection of walsr
quality and respect for tribal
archenlogical and cultural hentage.
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The Goals
of TFW

Each TIW participant recognizes
that the goals of all participants
are equally legitimale and impor
tant. As partners in TEW, the
participams have accepted the
following moals, taken right

from the TFW Agreement.
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Wildlife -

“...t0 provide the greatest diversily
of habitats (particularly riparian,
wetlands and old growth}, and 1o
assure the greatest diversily of
species within those habitats for
the survival and reproduction of
enough individuals 10 maintain the
native wildlile of Washinsion
forest Tands ™
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Fisheries -

¢ lpna-term habital production
for natural and wild fish, and
the protection of halchery water
supplies.”

Archeological

and cultural -

@ o develop a process (o inven-
tory archeological cultural Spaces
in management forests; and 1o
inventory, evaluale, preserve and
protect traditional cultural and
wrcheological spaces and assure
inibal access.”

This TFW Agroement

Water quality
and quantity -
“__ protection of water necds
of people, fish and wildlife.”

Timber -

“ the continued growih and
development of the state’s forest
products indusiry which has a vital
stake in the long twerm productivity
of both the public and private fores:
land base.”
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Building
TFW

The Political
“Environment”
Leading 1o TFW

After the adoption of the Fares|
Practices Act (FPA), thers was
continuing contention over the
adequacy of Torest practices
regulations. The ¢limate hecame
mereasingly unwieldy and
adversarial. The 1974 FPA was
intended (0 create a comprehensive
regulatory program (o Lake into
accounl jurisdictional questions,
but it was fraught with problems
and underwent several revisions.
The Forest Practices Board,
which is responsible for over-
seeing the Act and prodecting
public resources, was placed in

d position of making revisions
based on conflicting and olten
inadequale technical information.

Faped

Amendments to the Act ironed
out some wrinkles, such as expand-
ing the representation on the Forest
Praclices Board, cxpanding the
parties reviewing [orest practices
applications, and addressing
one issue at a time. The timber
industry, environmental groups
and tribes were spending most of
their energics applying opposing
pressure on Lthe Boand and slale
Legislature (o balance everyone's
needs,

Orpanized environmental
aroups acled as the public’s watch
dogs over Lhe timber industry and
Forest Practices Roard activities
and demonstrated their influence
and delermination by Gling suit
and winning in 1979 the “Classic
U™ courl case. Cne result of that
case was Lhat all major Department
ol Natural Resources {DNE)
timbker sales would undergo State
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA)
review, which gives agencies and
the public an opportunity to
comment on each pioject. The
environmentalists continued to
press for the consideration of
more environmental factors when
reviewing timber-related activities.

The THW Agresment
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Meanwhile Indian tribes had
been fighting in the courts for
years over their treaty rights and
the number of fish they were en-
titled to harvest. In 1974, 1.5, vs
Washington ("Boldt" decision}
established the harvest allocation
and recopnized the (ribos 45 co
manazers of the resource, Phase 11
of that decision went on to state
that 1o mainlain this treaty right,
the state and fedaral govermmments
st not denrade the habilal. This
created uncerlainty as to tribal
authority and infent OVET TEsource
management in general,

The stage was set. Frusiralion
was high, This unceriainty aboul
(e Boldt decision and tribal intem
prompted representatives from
business, industry and agriculture
to form the Norhwest Water
Resources Commiltee (NWRC)
The purpose of the NWRC was
to evaluate tribal positions and
determine how (o approach
resolying their problems outside
the courtroem,

The Northwest Renewable
Resources Center (NRRC) was o
direet olfshoot of the NWRC, bul
with a much broader charter and
list of participants, IS purpose was
1o facilitale the resolution of major
resource disputes. It was the NRRC
which facilitated the inilial round
of TEW talks at Port Ludlow,
Washinglon.

The TEW Apreement

Arriving at the
TFW Agreement

In Lhe summer of 1986, wepre-
sentatives of state agencics, Indian
tribes, the timber industry and
enviromnenal groups met in Port
Ledlow Lo discuss a betler way

of doing business. The NRRC
designed a number of ground
rules (see page 14) W Create an
atmosphers conducive o negoliat-
ing joint, cooperative management
ol timber, fisherics, wildlite and
waler respurces of Washington.
This initial meeting peovided the
foundation for all nepotiations and
TFW activities o follow.

During the TEW mectings
over the ensuing months, the
participants were divided into a
policy group and a working group.
The policy group consisted of
amency and organization leaders
while the working group consisted
of upper and mid-munagement
technical stalf members. The
working group was broken down
into over a dozen technical sub-
commitices. These various groups
and subcommittees held over sixty
meetings in a five-month period
resuliing in a final agreement in
Februury 1987.
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The TFW
Agreement

What it Accemplished
Few walked away from Port
Ludlow with everything they
wanted. Bur all walked away
with something they needed, under
conditions they could “live with,”
Az aresull of TEW, Lthe
DR reorganized (o more clearly
delineate between the regulatorny
and the lmber mansgement
[unctions of the apency, Increased
technical Lraining [or decision
makers became a higher priority
as did continued research in forest
mansgement. Forest pruclice
applicalions with the potential
Lo adversely impact public resour
ces now receive extra time for feld
review of the specific site before
he: DN adds regquirements (o an
application. TTW participants were
encouraged Lo provide technical
assistance w the DNR,

For the timber industry, the
expectation was that the cost of
doing business would decrease
because of the new predictability of
regulations and because less time
would be spenl in expensive
litigation. Inslewd of additional
tegrulations, each site would he
dealt with specifically, which
makes more sense o the timber
industry, small landowners and
cnvironmental interesis,

Indian wribes gained the
oppotiunity to hecome parl of the
process, and they too spent less
tinie in the courtroom. Tribes also
achieved fommal recognition of
their intefest in resource protection
and of the significance of archaeco-
logical and cultural resources.

The TEW Agrecment,



Environmental groups also
gained from the Agreement. They
are accepted as cqual parners in
TFW negoliations. Most important
ig the realization that they share
many conumon yalucs with the
tnber industry, Both want o
maintain an adeqguate forest base
amed 2 healthy timber indusiry.

One of the most im portant
results of TFW was the cxpansion
of ripurian protection by estab-
lishing “Riparian Management
Zones” (RM7s are the area near
the bank of slrcams, rdvers o
lakes). The limher industry agreed
to rules requiring landowners (0
leave a specilic minimum number
of trees along [ish bearing streams.
These trees serve several functions
including providing large, organic
debris for fish habitag, bank
stabilization and shade cover {or
water quality, and hahilat for
wildlife,

The 'TFW Agrecment

Upland Management Arcas
(UMAs) also sprang from TFW
lo protect wildlife habitat in upland
walcrshed areas, The designation
of UMAs hy a landowner is volun-
tary, whereas the designation of
RMZs is mandated in the Foresl
Praclices Board rules. Obviously
protection of fish, wildlite and
waterguality also improved as 2
result of the TFW Agreement.
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Key Ingredients

ol the Agreement

The TFW Agreemenl provides 4
process for esolving dilferences
which arise when managing mulli-
ple resources. Because not all
forest practice pperations are the
same, the TI'W Agreement also
provides flexibiliry in the [orm ol
sife specilic requirements. This
{lexibility will minimize cosisto
the landowner while maximizing
the ability o address high priority
public resource protection issucs
specitic w each site.

The TFW Agreement also
provides for the use of aduptive
management, Resources are
managed nsing the best infomiy-
tien availablc at the time, with the
agssumption that rules and feld
methids can be changed in
response o research and monilor-
ing results, As timber industry
leader Stu Bledsos, a4 key co-
founder of TEW, has so often been
quoled, “We will go where the
truth lcads us.™
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Adaptive manapgement allows
for the incorporation of new inlor-
mation into the decision making
process. Avithe same lme, it allows
TFW participants to treat new
MANATCITICHL PIOETATS 45 “expori-
ments” which will be scientitically
evalualed. The findings can be
used in developing future manage-
ment plans, The concept of adap-
live management has been incor-
porgied into the regulations govern-
inyg forest practices in Washingron
and 1s a recognized part of the
regulefory process,

Another key ingredient of the
THFW Agreement is the commit-
ment of the partics o implement
the Agreement. To accomplish this,
the TEFW participants built in a
decizion-making process, The Ad-
ministrative Comumnittee handles
most of the erpanizalional ques-
tions, reviews inflomation and
gives guidance W several major
subcommittces. These subeommil-
lees are assigned Lhe tasks of over-
seeing technical studics, training,
information and cducation, and
field implementation. The Policy
Group reviews the larger palicy
questions addressed in TFW., Thiy
process includes all participants. It
also allows participants 1o make
carclully considered resource
decisions with the confidence in-
herent in 4 system with its own
checks and balances.

The TFW Apmecment



Other key ingredients include
pre-planning, resouroe Manage-
ment plans, and armeal evalio-
tions, Pre-planning is accomplished
through annual harvest reviews, By
discussing harvest plans for the
year ahcad, all parties have the op-
portunily to share their concems
and necds well in advance of sub-
mitting the actual forest practice ap-
plication. Pre-planning helps guide
forest practices for the coming
yedr, At the same time it provides
an oppottunity for parlies involved
in the development of 4 specific
harvest plan to review the results of
the previous year's activities.

Besource management plans
are plans for cntire watershed
basins or arcas where major issucs
have heen identified. They provide
landowners with the opportunity 1o
work with TFW participants.
Kesource management plans arc
strictly voluntary, but beneticial,
and allow igsues (o be identified
ahead of time, They also provide
for extra coordination among multi-
ple resource managers,

The TFW Agrecment

Anmual evaluations provide a
process o review and evaluuste the
cllzctiveness of TFW and to iden
tily new issues to be addressed,
During the third and eighth years’
evaluations, the TEW participants
will conduct a muore extensive
review of the enlire system and
process. They will look at succes-
ses and tailures and decide if any
changes need to be negotiated,
Also, aller these two revicws, the
partics can decide 1o continue Lhe
approach or seek other alternatives
for addressing forest practices.
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The Tools
ofl TEFW

ID Teams

The maosl visible and frequently
used Lol of TEW participants

is the Interdisciplinary (1) Team.
When “priorily issues™ are raised
concerning a forest practice
application, an 1D team is sent

tor the site o evaluate spacitic ficld
conditions. "Priority issues’ are
those regional issucs designated
by TFW participants as possibly
having a significant impact on
ruhlic resources (water, fish,

wildlife and public improvemenls).

A few examples include Limmber
harvesting 1) on unstable slopes;
23 near specics declared by the
stale o be threatened, endangercd
ar sensilive; or 3 wilh the use of
allernate plans,

Fope 10

I leams are made up of
people with specialized expertise
in such areas 45 soils, geology,
hydrology, Osheries, wildlife
biology and forest engineering.
'The team responds to echnical
questions which arise when look-
ing at more environmentally sensi-
tive lorest practice applications.
The team makes its recommenda-
tions to the DNR, The DNE takes
il account the need to both
protect public resources and
maintain a viable fimber industry
before making permitling decisions.

g e
e
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Alternate Plans

Az partof the application process,
an aliernate plan may be submilled
by the landowner in order W
request variances from forest
praciice rules and regulations when
they are applicd 1o his or her land.
This process can give the Tand-
owner more [lexibility, but requires
the landowner o demonstrate how
the variance will provide overall
equal or better protection of public
resources.

The TEW h_;:;r-sc:mcm

The THEW Research and

Monitoring Program
Research and monitoring in
TIW 1s outlined in a wotkplan
developed by the TFW Coopera-
tive Monitoring, Evaluation and
Research Commitles (CMER).
Since adaptive management is a
key ingredient of the TFW
Agreement, research and monitor-
ing must be ongoiny Lo ensure
decisions are made with the most
up-to-date intormation. In addition,
site specitic management, based
on cooperative decision making,
requires knowledge of forestry
and public resources in all
forested arcas of the state.

This workplan recommends
scientific prajects, a schedule,
and funding sources 1o answer
unresolved technical and scientific
questions on the impacts of forest
management on fish, wildlife
and water,
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The Forest Praclices Act

Statﬂ RUIBS established a pormil system for

various types of forest practices

and Regulations.  inctuding rad construetion and
Where Does mainenance, limber haryest,

reforestation and forest chemical
TFW Fit III? use on limber lands, The Act also
cstablished a Torest Practices
Board, lhe state body which adopts
forest practice nles to protect
public resources, and the Forest
Practices Appeals Boand which
resobves disputes ifa DNR
decision is appealed.
a®

The Foresl Practices Act, passed
i 1974, sets the regulatory goals
required by the Washington State
Legislatre. Itis intended to regu-
liate all forest practices on all state
and private (nonfederal) forest land
in Washington, Since 1974 ithas
e throueh several rovisions. |
- 2
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TFW (ilz in neatly, making
unificd recomuenendalions 1o the
Legislature and the Torest Practicss
Board aboul chanees to state niles
and regulations. THFW represcits ail
oF the myjor constituencies inler-
ested in forest practices in
Washington.

The TFW Agreament

As the process of adaptive
management is applicd, new infor
mation is evaluated inlighl of cur
rent rules and regulations, Using
consensus, if the TEW participants
feel that certain rules need updat-
ing, these recommendations can he
made to the Forest Practices Board.
Thiz process was used o imple-
ment the recommendations of the
original agreement and will con-
linue Lo be used to fine-tune current
rspulations,



TFW
Ground
Rules

As mentioned on page 5, the
Morthwest Renowable Resources
Center proposed a set of ground
rules for use during the initial
round of TFW talks in 1956,
Those ground rules were nol
fargonien alter those first mectings,
They became g significant feature
of the TEW "style” of deing
business, Aliegether, 19 ground
rules were cstablished, Thoy

arc published within the TEW
Agrecmenl. The following anc
aTew of the key rules which aee
the mainstay of TEW,

B Nepotistors are required (o leave
their “weapons™ at the door, Thig
means leaving their positions at Lhe
door, in order 1o listen to the other
gide with an open mind and to

work at solving others’ problems
instead ol just their own,

B Negotiators must truly listen,
in prder to find a solution to the
problem instead of only trying
{0 prove points. They must ask
guestions in order to undorstand
and make statements to cxplain
or educate.
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B MNepoliators are free 1o walk
away from the table atany time,
bt must state the reason why
they are leaving, This gives others
another chance to see il they can
resobve the issuc in a satisfactory
Wiy,

B Commitment must be made to
atlempt to reach a consensus,

Obvipusly this is a drastic
departure from the tradition of
butting heads over resource (5sucs.
Abthe heart of these ground rules
is the assumprion that cyeryone
wins by addressing the needs and
goals of ALL panticipants,
FEveryone wins by stepping back
aned Tooking ar the whole piclun:
instead of just one fcel. And
cveryone wins by substiluling
a less combersome angd less
exponsive process of resolving
disputes for the old fashioned
route of litigation,

And, laslly, evervone wins
by discovering that all the dilferent
vigwpainls, when received with an
openmind and understanding,
aren’t so different aller all,
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TFW

(_)i gaHIZHLIOH Policy Group
Chart
Administrative
Comm] ttee
T.LE, Training, Al How: Groups, ELL: Field CAOLRR. Conp. Tfosamsastan
Information and Clrmmrrillees and Implementation Monitoring, Chaln
Education Task Fraces Cormmittes Lwalyation and Clonreril s
Kescarch
Culiurul
Rusvurces SHAM-Sediment,
Hydrology, Mazs
L T Wastiny
EMEC- Infommation
— M Management
Sieenng Commings
Wildlife
s . lsherics
Itmber, Fish
Aankiiin

and Wildlife Participants
Avencies:

Natural Resources, Wildlife, Ecology,
Fisheries, Labar and Industries

hlamiton g

Water Quality

Environmental Community;
Washington Environmental Council,
Washington Audubon Society

Forest Tndustry:

Washinglon Forest Protection Associatian,
Washington Farm Forestry Association
Tribes:

Indian Tribes of Washington

Morhwest Indian Fisheries Commission

Landowners and the Public
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